Introduction
In recent years, sport has come to be viewed by policy-makers as an increasingly useful tool for advancing a wide range of policies on social welfare and development. In the UK, sports-based intervention strategies have been utilised to facilitate various social benefits, including community cohesion (by enabling inter-ethnic social contacts through sporting events), crime reduction (by organising sports activities for young offenders) and social integration (by using sports to draw people into education, employment and training). 1 The most systematic and important growth in sport's social policy role has occurred at international level through the 'sport, development and peace' (hereon, SDP) sector. The SDP sector has received strong financial, political and organisational support from the United Nations, the European Union and many national governments. SDP agencies and projects are now located across the world, particularly in the Global South, and utilise sport to pursue diverse welfare objectives which often centre on the Millennium Development Goals.
The SDP sector, and indeed sport as a whole, has received very little consideration from social policy analysts. Arguably, this omission should be addressed for several reasons.
First, sport's social policy relevance is underscored by the welfare goals of SDP projects including, for example, facilitating peace and conflict resolution in divided societies;
counteracting racism, intolerance and prejudice; promoting health education, gender equality and the integration of marginalised communities; and tackling crime and social exclusion in specific localities (Armstrong, 2004 (Armstrong, , 2007 Calloway, 2004; Darnell, 2008; Gasser and Levinsen, 2004; Höglund and Sunberg, 2008; Keim, 2003; Lea-Howarth, 2006; SDP IWG, 2008; Willis, 2000) .
Second, national governmental and intergovernmental organisations are key players in building the SDP sector. For example, in the UK, the Department for International Development (DfID) has backed the '1Goal' campaign to promote universal children's education; the publicly funded agency, UK Sport, has an 'international sport development' division that assists SDP projects particularly in southern Africa; and the British Council now runs an extensive sport development programme to 'promote cross-cultural relations'. Third, analysis of SDP work illuminates the different institutional and ideological forces that shape policy agendas and debates. Key institutional actors within the SDP sector include not only national governmental and intergovernmental organisations, but also many nongovernmental and community-based organisations, sport federations and transnational corporations (TNCs) which run corporate social responsibility (CSR) programmes. These diverse institutions harbour distinctive policy orientations on human wellbeing, as reflected in different stances towards neo-liberalism or public interventionism (cf. Clarke, 2004; Clarke et al., 2007; Craig et al., 2004; Farnsworth and Holden, 2006; Taylor-Gooby, 2008) .
Fourth, this analysis of the SDP sector should help to enlarge social policy debates in respect of sport, leisure and 'global civil society'. Since the early study by Rowntree and Lavers (1951; see, in particular, Dean, 2006: 113) , there has arguably been too little focus within the social policy community on the contribution of recreation and leisure to human wellbeing. This omission appears particularly glaring given widespread governmental emphasis in recent years on the policy role of sport and recreation in tackling obesity, mental illness, youth crime, low educational attainment, inter-ethnic conflicts and other social problems. Moreover, the concept of global civil society, which I introduce here, may be used to examine a wide range of social policy issues and questions that have transnational dimensions (cf. Kaldor, 2003a; Pfau-Effinger, 2005; Roginsky and Shortall, 2009 ). This concept also confirms our understanding of globalisation as a process that is complex, multi-faceted and politically contested -in contrast to its more simplified presentation by neo-liberals (Clarke, 2004: 29) .
Building on these observations, I provide a preliminary analysis of the SDP sector within the social policy context, with particular reference to the principal ideological and institutional forces at play. The paper is separated into four main parts. I begin by explaining why it makes sense to talk of an SDP 'sector' and how this relates to the particular fields of peace and culture. Second, I locate the SDP sector within the policy context of global civil society. Third, I set out in detail a four-fold model of these ideological and institutional forces. To finish, I explore briefly some interconnections across the four domains within this model and consider how the SDP sector may develop in policy terms. I should underline that the paper's main purpose is to model four policy domains within the SDP sector. Thus, I do not intend to explore the specific development of SDP programmes per se.
The paper is essentially analytical in approach, but I draw at times upon three types of primary research which I have undertaken within the SDP sector: interviews and fieldwork with SDP officials and agencies in the Balkans, Germany, the Middle East, South Asia and Switzerland; consultancy work on SDP projects in the Middle East, South Asia and Europe; and various kinds of informal interviews with SDP officials at international conferences and symposia. The constraints of brevity mean that I am only able to use this empirical research in a selective way, to flesh out the model through reference to specific types of practice or project.
The overall discussion seeks to address the gap in social policy analysis of the SDP sector specifically and sport issues in general. I intend that the paper should help to expand the research terrain -both thematically and substantively -for social policy analysts. This discussion also has wider methodological benefits for social policy analysts in providing both a model that may be utilised to examine other research fields beyond sport and a 'middle-range' case study that may enhance understanding of global civil society.
The SDP sector
There are two reasons why the SDP field may be identified as a distinctive social policy 'sector'. an explicit sport component. In the UK, sport and culture do both fall within the remit of the government's Department for Culture, Media and Sport; however, these two fields are strongly differentiated. Moreover, the department's focus is largely on the development of sport, rather than on sport for development; that latter work is instead backed by the Department for International Development. Thus, overall, although the connection of sport and culture is rather weak among relevant agencies and organisations, the SDP field appears to be a distinctive and increasingly reflexive policy sector in its own right, with peace-related work playing an integral part.
Global civil society
In this section, I turn to outline the concept of global civil society. Having its theoretical roots in Kantian social philosophy, the idea of a global civil society has been addressed in detail in recent years by diverse social scientists, partly because of the rise of new social, political and economic policies within an increasingly interdependent world (cf. Anheier et al., 2007; Bartelson, 2006; Chandhoke, 2005; Chandler, 2005; Kaldor, 2003a Kaldor, , 2003b Keane, 2003; Munck, 2006; Roginsky and Shortall, 2009; Taylor, 2004) .
Here, I follow Kaldor (2003b: 590-1) by understanding global civil society in strongly relational terms, as a policy 'platform' or political field wherein highly diverse institutional actors 'argue about, campaign for (or against), negotiate about, or lobby for the arrangements that shape global developments' (Kaldor, 2003b: 590-1) . Global civil society is not a frozen policy terrain, but is instead in a perpetual state of becoming, as these diverse social forces battle to shape its constitution and direction (cf. Keane, 2003; Lipschutz, 1992) . Historically, new social movements have played catalytic roles in defining and extending global civil society, with subsequent engagements from other institutional forces, notably national and intergovernmental organisations, non-governmental organisations (hereon, NGOs) and community-based organisations. However, it is worth underlining the diversity of forces at play. Global civil society is not populated exclusively by 'progressive' campaigning social forces, as it also houses extremist movements, pure free-marketeers, realpolitik politicians and others whose political credos do not necessarily prioritise social welfare or global human development (cf. Keane, 2003: 66-7; Munck, 2006: 326) . In this discussion, I locate the SDP sector firmly within the highly contested field that is global civil society.
The four SDP policy domains
In the following, I present an ideal-type model of the SDP sector, featuring four distinctive policy domains, each of which harbours a particular kind of social policy perspective in regard to identifying and alleviating particular human wants and social needs. Each of these social policy perspectives is most obviously represented by a particular type of institution. The four policy domains, and their representative institutions, within this ideal type are:
• private/commercial institutions, associated with neo-liberal social policies, notably CSR;
• mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations, associated with developmental interventionist social policies;
• national and intergovernmental agencies and organisations, and sport federations, associated with strategic developmentalist social policies;
• new social movements and radical NGOs, associated with social policies centred on social justice.
The main aspects of the model are mapped out in Figure 1 .
Three initial points should be made concerning the model's rationale. First, Kaldor (2003a: 145) associates NGOs with neo-liberalism on the grounds that these professionalised, 'tamed social Third, the model's value lies in its differentiation and clarification of the policy philosophies and logics that underpin SDP institutions. The model does not assume that different domains within the SDP sector are hermetically sealed off from one another. Indeed, some highly distinctive institutional relationships have occurred across the four domains. However, the model does enable us to understand the relative balances of power between the four domains with respect to policy-making and policy-implementation in the SDP sector.
The SDP sector: four social policy domains

Corporate/neo-liberalism
Neo-liberal social policies within the SDP sector, and global civil society more generally, are most obviously associated with business corporations, particularly TNCs. Since the 1970s, there has been a potent global turn towards the neoliberalist credo that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterised by strong private property rights, free markets and free trade. (Harvey, 2005: 2) Signature neo-liberal policies of deregulation, privatisation and the 'rolling back' of welfare services have been accompanied by the idealisation of a global 'private sphere', which imagines choice-making individual consumers being serviced by TNCs across borderless markets (Aldridge, 2005; Clarke, 2004; Clarke et al., 2007; Greener, 2008) . The reality in terms of social policy, however, is rather more complex, as many public services are reconfigured within 'public-private partnerships' or the 'for-profit' sector (Clarke, 2004: 35-6; Farnsworth and Holden, 2006) .
One social policy within neo-liberalism, often overlooked, concerns the promotion of private philanthropy. The CSR sector plays strongly to that personalised, choice-based policy credo, while also advocating the voluntary self-regulation of corporate social practices, in direct contrast to policies of public scrutiny and intervention (cf. Tonkiss, 2006: 72-3 ).
CSR's rapid expansion has been largely inspired by the need to head off anti-TNC campaigns by new social movements, radical NGOs and community-based organisations, focusing particularly on injustices in the Global South. Nevertheless, many corporations justify CSR programmes in strongly commercial terms, as good for productivity and profitability (Kotler and Lee, 2005; Financial Times, 20 April 2005) . The United Nations has helped to legitimise CSR, notably through its 'Global Compact', enabling companies to work voluntarily with it and other agencies to promote the social good. For some critics, however, such agreements constitute 'a substitute for public regulation, an attempt to sidestep the diplomatic difficulties of dealing with the nasty bits of internationalized capitalism' (Rowe, 2005: 131) .
Sport CSR programmes are often underpinned by neo-liberal logics. For example, the Nike Responsibility programme, states:
The opportunity is greater than ever for corporate social responsibility principles and practices to deliver business returns and to become a driver of growth . . . Corporate responsibility must evolve from being seen as an unwanted cost to being recognized as an intrinsic part of a healthy business model, an investment that creates competitive advantage and helps a company achieve profitable, sustainable growth.
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CSR within the SDP sector tends to take three forms. First, radical NGOs and community-based organisations, new social movements and critical journalists have campaigned against the exploitative production techniques of sport merchandise corporations such as Nike, Reebok and Adidas (cf. Connor, 2001; Klein, 2000; Smith and Westerbeek, 2007: 6-7; Yimprasert, 2006 Inevitably, most CSR is 'nonpolitical', inherently voluntarist and strong on PR. Thus, SDP CSR strategies tend to feature celebrity-endorsed initiatives that deal with highly mediatised social dramas, rather than engage with long-term structural issues and problems.
Second, to finance and implement SDP work, some TNCs have collaborated closely with the most pragmatic or 'co-opted' NGOs and community-based organisations (cf. Kaldor, 2003a; Phillips, 2007 Overall, CSR programmes institutionalise neo-liberal, voluntarist policies in pursuing social goals at local, national and transnational levels. The SDP sector provides a premier site for the contemporary implementation of CSR programmes and for TNC participation within the broad global civil society. Like other policy sectors, the SDP field features some distinctive 'publicprivate' partnerships, particularly at institutional level, as TNCs both shape and benefit directly from working with other agencies (Clarke, 2004: 35-6; Farnsworth and Holden, 2006) .
Mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations/developmental interventionism
NGOs and community-based organisations have mushroomed numerically since the early 1980s, such that some analysts identify international NGOs as the principal actors within global civil society (Lechner, 2009: 161) . NGOs and community-based organisations encompass an enormous variety of associations, including religious bodies, hobby and sports groups, youth movements and higher education institutions, as well as organisations committed to progressive transnational politics on development, peace and social justice (Boli and Thomas, 1999) .
In the SDP sector, mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations are diverse, but tend to advocate particular developmental interventionist themes such as the right to intervene when the personal safety of individuals is threatened, the value of sport as a tool of intervention and the critical role of building human capacity and public participation within underdeveloped settings. Unlike the other three domains within the SDP sector, it is the agencies themselves which implement sport-related interventions, usually with support from outside institutions.
Thus, mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations stake claims to professional competence and expertise, in order to justify the value and legitimacy of targeted interventions.
In recent years, many mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations have responded to concerns over the short-term and insubstantial impact of SDP interventions (cf. Armstrong, 2007; Hognestad and Tollisen, 2004 Some SDP agencies consider they may provide future models of good practice for organisations across global civil society. However, officials with long-standing involvement in development work may be critical of some SDP agency practices, such as glossy PR awards events or partnerships with TNCs that have poor civil-society or industrial-relations records. (Darnell, 2008) . In Germany, national governmental ministries have supported financially the streetfootballworld network.
National and intergovernmental organisations/strategic developmentalism
Of course, these three categories are not hermetically sealed, but routinely overlap. For example, the United Nations and FIFA strategic alliance, since 1999, has facilitated collaborative work between football's governing body and UNICEF; and the Barcelona football club pays €1.5 million annually to wear UNICEF's logo across team shirts.
Overall, strategic developmentalism is characterised by top-down management and networkbuilding techniques for knowledge transfer across the SDP sector. National governmental and intergovernmental organisations are key players in 'universalising' SDP work and in shaping the sector's principal policy focus on meeting fundamental needs and targeting MDGs. National governmental and intergovernmental organisations routinely build partnerships with TNCs, NGOs and community-based organisations and mirror the practices of these other institutional types, for example by using high-profile athletes as campaign ambassadors or project champions or defining their own SDP work as 'corporate social responsibility'. National governmental and intergovernmental organisations provide a particularly powerful bridge between the SDP sector and the wider global civil society, but the longer-term substance of their social policies remains unclear.
New social movements and radical NGOs/social justice
Social policies centred on social justice within the SDP sector, and in global civil society more generally, are associated with new social movements and radical NGOs, primarily those located in the Global North. In the past two decades, transnational struggles over social justice have been crystallised by mass public protests at major meetings of the world's political and economic powers (Farnworth, 2003; Held and McGrew, 2002) and in the establishment of the 'World Social Forum ' (Fisher and Pooniah, 2003) . New social movements and radical NGOs crystallise popular resistance towards the global imposition of neoliberal policies and the post-9/11 diffusion of new military-industrial complexes by the United States and its allies. In democratic and political terms, new social movements and radical NGOs confront and challenge state and corporate strategies that 'dissolve' the public realm and wreak a 'creative destruction' upon old forms of collective solidarity (Clarke, 2004; cf. Rodger, 2003) . These movements may also be located among historic 'anti-systemic' forces which have also included workers' movements, the suffragettes and 1960s civil rights movements (cf. Wallerstein, 2003: 39-40) . In this sense, new social movements and radical NGOs pursue social justice for marginalised groups through the extension of rights, as part of the ongoing struggle to extend democracy across the transnational public sphere (Habermas, 2001; Shute and Hurley, 1993) . Thus, in social policy terms, these movements encapsulate the critical response of civil societies to the failure of nation-states, intergovernmental organisations and TNCs to remove practices and structures which undermine the human rights of vulnerable populations.
Overall, unlike the other three domains, the social justice field is not defined in the main by formal institutions, but instead also constitutes a policy-advocating space that is inhabited by diverse individuals and social networks, such as political activists, investigative reporters and academics. In the SDP field, new social movements such as 'Nike Watch' and the 'Clean Clothes
Campaign' have led political movements against exploitative and oppressive practices in factories that produce sport apparel, thereby, as I have noted, pressing the relevant corporations to address these practices and to engage with the SDP sector. Some social movements, radical
NGOs, critical academics and journalists have highlighted other injustices in global sport, such as the abusive treatment of young athletes in 'youth development' academies within developing nations, and corruption and human rights abuses within sport federations (Marcano and Fidler, 2002) . 16 Many movements and radical NGOs are not solely focused on opposition, but also advocate progressive social policies, such as the protection and extension of civil and human rights in employment, and consciousness-raising campaigns to promote tolerance of minority groups and ethical consumerism. However, social justice movements face more significant difficulties and threats than organisations within other domains of the SDP sector. These movements are still underdeveloped and relatively isolated from each other, in part because they are context-specific.
There is also a substantial disconnection between these SDP agencies and the wider global civil society to an extent that is not found in the other three domains. Thus, for example, whereas leading sport officials have contributed to the World Economic Forum, sport-related issues are hardly addressed at World Social Forums. Moreover, the focus of many sports-focused new social movements and radical NGOs is on largely 'developed world' issues, involving campaigns against expensive bids by cities to host major sport events, the growing legal regulation of sport fans and racism, sexism, homophobia and religious bigotry inside stadiums (cf. Lenskyj, 2008 ).
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It is often difficult to identify connections or direct common causes between these movements and those that focus on Global South issues.
Overall, the SDP social justice domain is dominated by new social movements and radical NGOs. Of all the four SDP domains, social justice features 'outsider' agencies with the weakest direct influence in shaping broad SDP policy and the lightest volumes of social capital, in institutional and interpersonal terms, vis-`a-vis other kinds of SDP organisation. Thus, new social movements are rarely invited to participate in conventions led by national and intergovernmental organisations, or to contribute to projects funded by TNCs or implemented by mainstream NGOs and community-based organisations. New social movements and radical NGOs are best placed to reflect critically both on the contribution of sport to meeting specific social policy objectives and on sport's negative social effects within particular contexts (e.g. the ties between major sport institutions, exploitative corporations and oppressive regimes). However, compared to other SDP domains, agencies associated with social justice have two key positional weaknesses: first, they lack effective internal integration and coordination; second, they remain weakly positioned vis-`a-vis the wider global civil society. These weaknesses underscore the difficulties faced by social justice agencies in having more than localised impacts upon the definition and development of the SDP sector.
SDP social policy domains: interactions and future developments
In this discussion, I have mapped out the four main social policy domains within the SDP sector, which is itself located within the wider context of global civil society. (Kazmi and Macfarlane, 2003; Tabusa, 2000: 267) .
Third, some SDP institutions embody major elements of several different domains. For example, the Swiss-based 'International Platform on Sport and Development' is an 'online resource and communication tool' that combines the strategic developmentalism of national governmental and intergovernmental organisations (in working closely with policy-makers, such as the UN, and providing knowledge-transfer platforms), the developmental interventionism of NGOs and community-based organisations (through close personal and professional ties to agencies that implement programmes) and links to neoliberalism and CSR (through private-sector sponsorships and partnerships).
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Looking ahead, the SDP sector faces three main challenges in the effective expansion of sportrelated social policies. First, some institutions that have links to all four domains -but particularly those featuring national governmental and intergovernmental organisations and TNCs/CSR programmes -need to develop more sophisticated understandings of sport's policy capabilities if the SDP sector is to thrive. One problem is that some sport federations and intergovernmental organisations are apt to essentialise sport's inherent 'goodness', without fully understanding how the meanings and usages of sport must be located in historical, political and policy terms. The need to de-essentialise and to 'ground' sport has particular ramifications for SDP work in conflict zones. In regions such as Afghanistan, the Balkans, the Middle East and West and Central Africa, various national governmental and intergovernmental organisations, NGOs, community-based organisations and sport federations have seized upon the relatively neutral political identity of sport to accord SDP initiatives a key role in social policies that are intended to build cross-community social relations, reconciliation and socio-political stability.
One threat is that, if its essentialist understanding lingers within the SDP sector, sport may come to be viewed by marginalised communities as complicit with dominant interests, for example as an instrument of Western 'soft power' across the Middle East. In such circumstances, the longterm implementation of SDP work would be jeopardised.
Second, the SDP sector needs to explore how new types of partnership may be established across the four different social policy domains. The marginal position of the social justice approach might be addressed, particularly by SDP institutions such as national governmental and intergovernmental organisations that are committed to building networks and knowledge transfer. New partnerships may also be developed between mainstream NGOs, communitybased organisations and new social movements.
Following from this, and third, the SDP sector might return its focus to social justice issues in order to move its policy objectives beyond the current emphasis on meeting immediate human needs or pursuing the UN's Millennium Development Goals. Indeed, there are signs that key SDP institutions have slipped behind other prominent forces across global civil society in regard to social justice issues. For example, the SDP sector may revisit its earlier and highly beneficial interest in social justice issues surrounding the production of sport merchandise in developing nations. There is clear evidence that sport organisations have been eclipsed by major institutions within the public sector -such as city authorities or universities -which have established themselves as 'Fair Trade' entities. One way ahead in the SDP sector would be for new social movements, national governmental and intergovernmental organisations (such as the UN), NGOs and community-based organisations to press sport federations and the business sector to move beyond the 'self-regulation' of sport production by TNCs, and instead to adopt the policy that only 'Fair Trade' equipment or commodities should be utilised or on sale at specific sport tournaments. This sort of policy would give greater substance to the universalistic discourses and humanitarian slogans that are widely used by sports federations. It would help to enhance sport's prominence in regard to social justice and the broader global civil society. It would also enable a fresh set of welfare and developmental principles to be forged across a revivified SDP sector.
